The generalization that of all arguments and adjuncts only the subject can be extracted from a DP 
(2) The highest specifier of DP in Italian (the one through which extraction takes place) is an A-(rather than an A'-) position, as the evidence seems to suggest.
(3) The specifier hosting the subject of DP is not the highest specifier of DP.
(4) Movement is subject to locality conditions; specifically, I will assume, to Rizzi's (1990 Rizzi's ( , 2001 Rizzi's ( , 2004 Relativized Minimality.
From these tenets it follows that in Italian any extraction from DP other than the subject's will cause a violation of Relativized Minimality, due to the intervention of the subject of DP (also an A-position), thus yielding an account of the original generalization. 4 I take up the four tenets in turn. elements which can raise to the highest specifier of DP will be able to extract from it. This has the advantage of subsuming the accounts of extraction from DP based on Subjacency (Stowell 4 From the highest Spec,DP, movement then procedes as an ordinary (A to) A'-movement (much like who moves, in (i), to an A'-position from a derived A-position, thus accounting for the unbounded nature of the movement noted in fn. Kayne's (2008) analysis of Ns according to which Ns can neither have complements nor specifiers (also see fn. 22 below). They discovered our interest in Maria As Giusti (1996) observes, if DPs in Italian were like CPs in having a left periphery containing an interrogative A'-specifier which could host a wh-phrase, then we might expect such verbs, which take a DP object and s-select an interrogative complement, to allow for a fronted wh-phrase within DP, as in (6); but that is not possible: 7 7 Even in (marginal) sluicing cases like (i) (where the whole DP is presumably moved to the Spec,CP of a silent IP) fronting of the wh-phrase is impossible (cf. (i) adjoined position inside the AP whose head is the adjective vicin-, the adjective agrees with l'una and is thus feminine singular. As (11)c shows, when l'una is inside the AP, the adjective not simply can, but rather must agree with it. The situation in (11) may then appear rather paradoxical: an adjective does not agree with the subject of the clause in (11)b; and it cannot do so as the star in (11)c shows. However, if we assume that a different subject is present in (11)b,c, namely the configurational subject of the AP l'una, the agreement in (11)b follows directly: it is a standard case of subject/adjective agreement. The impossibility of the agreement in (11)c follows as well, from the same assumption." (p.106).
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9 Also see her endnote 6. (11) The fact that exactly the same paradigm is found with (predicate) DPs (see (12) below) suggests that the left edge of DP, where l'uno occurs, can also function as a configurational (if not a thematic) subject of DP. (12) The position occupied by l'uno appears to be the highest Spec of DP, above the article, in fact above the projection hosting universal quantifiers, which is itself above the projection (s) hosting the demonstrative and the article (cf. (13) , and, more importantly, that only possessors, and subjects of complex event nominals can be found there (Anna Szabolcsi, personal communication), which could be made to follow from Relativized Minimality if that is an A-position (as we argue below to be the case for the same facts in Bulgarian).
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Evidence that this position is an A-position comes from the fact that of all adjuncts and arguments of the DP (adjunct PPs, (15a), subcategorized PPs (15b), dative na-phrases (15c), object na-phrases (15d) and subject na-phrases (15e)), only that argument which qualifies as the subject can move to that position ((15e)):
This language allows fronting of a constituent to the absolute initial position of the DP, as can be seen from the fact that in (14) the na-phrase precedes all strong determiners (the universal quantifier and the demonstrative, as well as other alternative possible occupants of Spec,DP -cf. Dimitrova-Vulchanova and Giusti 1999, §4).
(14) Na Ivan vsički tezi opisanija na prijatelite mu of Ivan all these descriptions of friends-the his 'All of these descriptions of his friends by Ivan'
12 Though some cases appear to exist of Exceptional Case Marking into an A'-position (Spec of CP). See Kayne's (1980, §1. 3) discussion of such cases as (i) (in some varieties of English): (i) the man whom I believe has left… Perhaps, in the man who I believe has left, who is assigned both nominative (in Spec IP) and Accusative (in Spec CP), which might in turn be at the basis of the contrast pointed out to me by Richard Kayne (p.c.) between You, I don't think will be chosen and *Me/*I you don't think will be chosen (do you?), which recalls the contrast between (ii)a. and b. in Norwegian topicalization noted by Taraldsen (1981,378f) (and which should be possible in the varieties of English that accept (i), perhaps contrary to fact): (ii)a. *Jeg/*du/*vi hadde de trodd ville komme forsent I/you(sg)/we had they thought would arrive too late b. Han/dere hadde de trod ville komme forsent he/you(pl) had they thought would arrive too late 13 This section is based on §3.1 of Cinque and Krapova (2010) . the Demonstrative and the Determiner (see Nthelithos 2002), but of all arguments only subjects can extract, suggesting the presence of a lower A-position above the Merge position of the subject, to which arguments raise before raising to the topic/focus/wh-field. 15 As shown by Ross's (1967, § 4.3 .1) celebrated example (i), a DP can (apparently) be extracted from the most deeply embedded of a series of DPs, but one cannot be absolutely sure that real extraction is involved (rather than A'-binding of a silent resumptive pronominal), especially given the contrast that Ross himself observes between apparent DP extraction (possible) and PP extraction from the same environments (impossible). See the contrast between (i) and (ii), and that between (iii)a and b: (i) The reports which the government prescribes the height of the lettering on the covers of… (Ross 1967,197) (ii) *The reports of which the government prescribes the height of the lettering on the covers… (Ross 1967,201) (17) a. [ quasi tutti [ questi/gli [stessi/altri [suoi[ dieci[accorati [appelli al presidente] 
(ii) a. Which Greek authors does he have books by? (Ross 1967,201) b. ?*By which Greek authors does he have books? (Ross 1967,201) 16 The possessive adjective can also appear in lower positions: after the numeral, after the adjective, in between the noun and the PP complement, and at the very end of the DP, this last position requiring particularly heavy stress. I set the question of the status of these positions to the side here. almost all these/the same/other his ten heartfelt appeals to the President 'almost all these/the same/other ten heartfelt appeals of his to the President' his almost all these/the same/other ten heartfelt appeals to the President Quite clearly, then, the highest of the positions which the subject can occupy is not the highest specifier of the extended nominal projection. The fact that differently from the subject introduced by di 'of', to which we return, possessive adjectives cannot be extracted (see (18) vs. His (focus) we.have seen the bag 17 For a different account see Longobardi (1991, §10) . If the nominative subject of the Hungarian DP is the criterial subject position, then the non-extractability of the nominative subject (as opposed to the dative subject at the edge of DP) could also be taken to follow from Rizzi's (2007) Criterial Freezing. The same might hold of English and Germanic pronominal genitive subjects (whose, wessen, etc. Of Gianni (focus) we.have seen the bag As for the subject and object DP preceded by the preposition di 'of', I will assume movement from their thematic (Merge) position to a licensing position (Spec Agr s P or NominativeP and Spec of Agr o P or AccusativeP, respectively). Subject and object DPs further move to the Specifier of a genitive Case projection, licensed by the subsequent insertion of the preposition di, which attracts the remnant to a higher specifier, as in Kayne's (1999 Kayne's ( , 2000 Kayne's ( , 2001 Kayne's ( , 2004 analysis of (functional) prepositional phrases: as noted in Giorgi (1991, §2), does not (l'appello del re k ai propri k sudditi 'the appeal of the king to his subjects', la lotta del re k contro i propri k oppositori 'the fight of the king against his opposers'). This could be taken to suggest that the di introducing the latter is a prepositional head belonging to the extended projection of the genitive Case head rather than the head of an independent prepositional projection (Giorgi 1991 assumes it to be "a semantically empty realization of the Genitive Case" (p.29)).
The ungrammaticality ( The introduction of the guests to one another/to one another of the guests The anaphor, which is possible when introduced in a dative argument, is completely impossible in a second di phrase, just as it is in the predicate of a relative clause (*la presentazione degli ospiti che era stata fatta gli uni agli altri 'the introduction of the guests which had been done one to the other').
Also see the discussion below on DP-internal pronominals introduced by di. (Cardinaletti 1997, §2.2; 2004, §4.2) . Te in (sloppy) colloquial Italian has certain apparent usages as a subject:
The restriction on
All this means that for those pronouns which are morphologically underspecified for the nominative/non-nominative distinction no problem will arise in subject position (where both nominative and genitive (non-nominative) are assigned). A problem will instead arise with those pronouns (notably 1 st and 2 nd person singular pronouns) which have two distinct morphological forms. For the morphologically nominative form will be compatible with the nominative assigned by Agr s but not with the genitive Case, and the morphologically nonnominative form will be compatible with the genitive but not with the nominative Case. In other words, with 1 st and 2 nd person singular pronouns there is no morphological form which is compatible with the Cases assigned to the DP subject; whence the noted restriction.
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(i) a. Vacci te!
Relativized Minimality.
The last tenet that the present account of extraction from DP in Italian rests on is Locality; namely the impossibility for A-movement to Spec,DP to cross over the intervening A-position occupied by the subject. I will take this to follow straightforwardly from Rizzi's (1990) formulation you not to.me appeal 'I don't like you' However, the impossibility of using it in the only non-pro-drop subject position of Italian (2 nd pers. sing. of the present subjunctive: Penso che tu/*0/*te sia matto 'I think that you are (lit. be) crazy'), casts doubt on te being a nominative form. The only 'subject' positions where it can appear are the inverted subject position of (i)a, and what is possibly a (CL)LD one ((i)b). What Case these positions may receive (in alternative to the nominative) is left open here. 22 This recalls the English and Norwegian Topicalization cases mentioned in fn.12 above and the morphological Case matching requirement in German free relatives discussed in Groos and Riemsdijk (1981) .
The raising to Spec,DP (an A-position) of any adjunct or argument other than the DP subject will cause a violation of Relativized Minimality due to the intervention of the subject of DP, also an A-position.
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23 Longobardi (1991, §4) observes that clauses resist extraction from DP even when they are the only argument of the head N, hence plausibly (in a chain with) its subject: (i) *Una guerra, [che ci sia la quale] i io non so valutare [la probabilità t i ],..
A war, that there will be which I cannot evaluate the probability,.. (cf. Longobardi, 1991,72) (cf. Un evento di cui non so valutare la probabilità.. 'an event of which I cannot evaluate the probability') He attributes this failure to the more general impossibility for clauses to occur in subject position (cf. *[That Mary will come] i 's probability t i (= his (39b)). Under the present analysis, one would also have to account for why a clause cannot access the highest specifier of DP before extraction. An answer may come from one part of Kayne's (2008, to appear) analysis of Ns (assuming it can be made compatible with our analysis of extraction from DP, as noted above). According to this part of Kayne's analysis, the apparent clausal argument of a N is in fact a hidden relative clause. If so, it is to be expected that it may not extract, just like relative clauses cannot extract out of the DP which contains them (*[That we met yesterday] i I don't want to see the man t i ). 24 For additional, orthogonal, factors constraining extraction from DP (perhaps universally), such as Specificity and Proper Government (which would now need to be reconsidered in minimalist terms), see Fiengo and Higginbotham (1981) and Longobardi (1991) , respectively.
